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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Union McDonny Ogboin, a native and citizen of Nigeria, came to
the United Statesin 1984 on atourist visa. In 1988, Ogboin married
an American citizen and his status was changed to lawful permanent
resident. In 1992, Ogboin pled guilty to various state and federal
offensesinvolving credit card theft, bank fraud, and attempted grand
larceny.

After serving twelve months in prison, Ogboin was rel eased to the
custody of the Immigration and Naturaization Service (INS). The
INS sought to deport him as an alien convicted of two crimes of
moral turpitude. 8 U.S.C.A. 8 1251(a)(2)(A)(ii) (West Supp. 1995).
The immigration judge (1J) found Ogboin subject to deportation under
this provision. Ogboin applied for awaiver of excludability, 8
U.S.C.A. § 1182(h) (West Supp. 1995), and for adjustment of status
to permanent resident, 8 U.S.C.A. § 1255a (West Supp. 1995). After
ahearing, the 1J denied these requests and ordered Ogboin deported
to Nigeria. The Board of Immigration Appeals (Board) affirmed the
|Js order. Ogboin petitions this court for review.

The Board has discretion to waive the excludability of a deportable
aien if that alien's exclusion would result in"extreme hardship" to

a spouse, parent, or child who is acitizen or lawful permanent resi-
dent. 8 U.S.C.A. § 1182(h)(1)(B). The decision to grant or deny a
waiver of deportation is committed to the discretion of the Attorney
General or her delegate--here, the Board--and we review the

Board's decision for abuse of discretion. See Gandarillas-Zambrana
v. Board of Immigration Appeals, 44 F.3d 1251, 1255 (4th Cir.), cert.
denied,  U.S.__ ,64U.SL.W. 3239 (U.S. Oct. 2, 1995) (No. 94-
1720). We will uphold the Board's decision unlessit is arbitrary or
capricious. Casalenav. INS, 984 F.2d 105, 106 (4th Cir. 1993). The
Board has authority to construe extreme hardship narrowly.
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Immigration & Naturalization Serv. v. Jong HaWang, 450 U.S. 139,
145 (1981). The Board has held that the ordinary consequences of
deportation are not sufficient to establish extreme hardship; the appli-
cant must prove great actual or prospective injury to aqualifying fam-
ily member. See Shooshtary v. INS, 39 F.3d 1049, 1051 (Sth Cir.
1994) (citing Matter of Ngai, 191 & N Dec. 245, 245-247 (BIA
1984)).

In this case, Ogboin attempted to prove that deportation would

cause extreme emotional and financia hardship for his wife and step-
son. The 13 found that Ogboin and his wife had been separated numer-
ous times since their marriage in 1988 because of marital discord. He
found that Bridgette Ogboin is a significant provider of support for
herself and her son; she and her son are healthy; she has health insur-
ance; and she lives with her mother. The 1J acknowledged that Brid-
gette Ogboin will likely suffer areduction in income upon Ogboin's
departure, but found this to be no more than a common result of
deportation, which alone isinsufficient to constitute extreme hard-
ship.

The Board rejected Ogboin's claim on appeal that the |3 failed to
consider al of the positive factors presented in support of awaiver.
We hold that this decision is not an abuse of discretion. The 1Jfully
assessed the evidence produced by Ogboin and the testimony at the
hearing and concluded that Ogboin had not carried his burden of
showing that his wife will suffer extreme hardship upon his deporta-
tion. The Board did not abuse its discretion in affirming this holding.
To the extent that Ogboin seeks to challenge his deportability under
8 U.S.C. § 1251(8)(2), we conclude that he has waived this claim by
failing to raise it before the Board. Farrokhi v. INS, 900 F.2d 697, 700
(4th Cir. 1990).

We affirm the decision of the Board. We dispense with oral argu-
ment because the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented
in the materials before the court and argument would not aid the deci-
sional process.

AFFIRMED



